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Abstract  The  purpose  of  this  paper  is  to  explore  the  concept  of  orientation  towards  inter-
national markets  (OIM)  for  born  global  ﬁrms  (BG)  and  present  a  measurement  scale  of  OIM
speciﬁcally  designed  for  these  ﬁrms.  We  propose  a  scale  of  OIM  based  on  the  literature  review
and a  qualitative  study.  This  proposal  is  then  tested  by  means  of  a  quantitative  research  design.
The ﬁnal  scale  not  only  considers  three  constructs  of  the  market  orientation  concept:  customer
orientation,  competitor  orientation  and  interfunctional  coordination;  but  also  incorporates
another construct  related  to  the  innovation  capability  of  the  ﬁrm  (innovativeness  and  tech-
nological capability).  This  proposed  measurement  scale  shows  invariance  across  younger  and
older BG  ﬁrms  and,  therefore,  constitutes  a  useful  measurement  tool  to  be  considered  by  future
research  analyzing  the  impact  of  OIM  of  BG  ﬁrms  on  their  performance.
© 2014  ESIC  &  AEMARK.  Published  by  Elsevier  España,  S.L.U.  This  is  an  open  access  article  under
the CC  BY-NC-ND  license  (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
PALABRAS  CLAVE
Orientación  a  los
Mercados
Cómo  medir  la  orientación  de  las  empresas  ‘‘born-global’’  hacia  los  mercados
internacionales?Internacionales;
Empresas  ‘‘Born
global’’;
Validación  de  escala
Resumen  El  objetivo  de  este  trabajo  es  explorar  el  concepto  de  orientación  hacia  los  mercados
internacionales  (OIM)  para  empresas  Born  Global  (BG)  y  presentar  una  escala  de  medición  de
OIM disen˜ada  especíﬁcamente  para  este  tipo  de  empresas.  Proponemos  una  escala  de  OIM  en
base a  la  revisión  de  la  literatura  y  de  un  estudio  cualitativo.  Esta  propuesta  se  testa  por
medio de  una  investigación  cuantitativa.  La  escala  ﬁnal  considera  tres  constructos  del  concepto
ientación  al  cliente,  orientación  a  los  competidores  y  coordinaciónorientación  al  mercado:  or∗ Corresponding author at: Departament d’Empresa, Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona, Ediﬁci B, Campus UAB, Barcelona 08193, Spain.
E-mail address: Josep.Rialp@uab.cat (J. Rialp-Criado).
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.reimke.2015.04.001
1138-1442/© 2014 ESIC & AEMARK. Published by Elsevier España, S.L.U. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
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interfuncional;  y  también  incorpora  un  constructo  relacionado  con  la  capacidad  de  innovación
de la  empresa  (capacidad  de  innovación  y  capacidad  tecnológica).  La  escala  de  medición  pro-
puesta es  invariante  entre  las  empresas  BG  más  jóvenes  y  las  más  maduras  y,  por  lo  tanto,
constituye  una  herramienta  de  medición  útil  para  ser  considerada  en  investigaciones  futuras
que analicen  el  impacto  de  la  OIM  de  las  empresas  BG  en  sus  resultados.
© 2014  ESIC  &  AEMARK.  Publicado  por  Elsevier  España,  S.L.U.  Este  es  un  artículo  Open  Access
bajo la  licencia  CC  BY-NC-ND  (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
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he  purpose  of  this  paper  is  to  explore  the  concept  of
rientation  towards  international  markets  (OIM)  for  Born
lobal  (BG)  ﬁrms  and  present  a  measurement  scale  of  OIM
peciﬁcally  designed  for  this  type  of  early  and  rapidly  inter-
ationalizing  ventures.
Numerous  empirical  and  conceptual  studies  on  BGs  have
een  conducted  since  the  nineties  (Apselund  &  Moen,
005;  Coviello  &  Munro,  1997;  Freeman,  Edwards,  &
chroder,  2006;  Freeman,  Hutchings,  Lazaris,  &  Zyngier,
010;  Freeman,  Hutchings,  &  Chetty,  2012;  Hashai  &  Almor,
004;  Kim,  Basu,  Naidu,  &  Cavusgil,  2011;  Knight  &  Cavusgil,
005;  Knight,  Madsen,  &  Servais,  2004;  Knight,  1997;
cDougall  &  Oviatt,  1996;  McDougall,  Shane,  &  Oviatt,  1994;
oen  &  Servais,  2002;  Oviatt  &  McDougall,  1994;  Rennie,
993;  Spence,  Orser,  &  Riding,  2011).  However,  the  vast
ajority  of  the  studies  have  focused  on  the  early  interna-
ionalization  stages  of  the  BG  companies,  with  a  few  notable
xceptions  (Blesa,  Ripollés,  &  Monferrer,  2009;  Hashai  &
lmor,  2004;  Jones  &  Coviello,  2005;  Kuivalainen,  Sundqvist,
 Servais,  2007;  Luostarinen  &  Gabrielsson,  2006;  Moen,
002;  Monferrer,  Blesa,  &  Ripollés,  2013;  Peiris,  Akoorie,  &
inha,  2012).  In  fact,  the  role  of  orientation  towards  interna-
ional  markets  in  early  internationalized  ﬁrms  has  not  been
ocused  upon  in  previous  born  global  literature.  Peiris  et  al.
2012)  point  out  that  scholars  have  developed  integrative
odels  representing  the  core  concepts  and  constructs  in
he  entrepreneurial  internationalization  process.  Neverthe-
ess,  they  see  an  opportunity  to  extent  research  by  focusing
n  those  aspects  leading  to  sustainable  competitive  advan-
age  and  higher  performance  of  the  ﬁrm.  In  this  line,  Efrat
nd  Shoham  (2012)  note  that  the  impact  of  external  and
nternal  factors  on  the  BGs’  performance  has  hardly  been
nalyzed  (Almor  &  Hashai,  2004;  Knight  &  Cavusgil,  2004),
hile  both  internal  and  external  performance  drivers  have
een  studied  previously  with  regard  to  gradually  globaliz-
ng  ﬁrms  (GGs)  (Cavusgil  &  Zou,  1994;  Root,  1994;  Sarkar
 Cavusgil,  1996;  Sousa,  Martínez-López,  &  Coelho,  2008;
tyles  &  Ambler,  1994;  Zou  &  Stan,  1998).
Accordingly,  we  focus  this  study  on  one  internal  driver
hat  ﬁrms,  in  general,  and  BGs  speciﬁcally  could  exploit
or  obtaining  superior  performance:  the  orientation  towards
nternational  markets  (OIM).  From  our  perspective,  this  ori-
ntation  should  be  related  to  the  market  orientation  (MO)
oncept,  but  its  content  must  be  broader  due  to  the  inter-
ational  dimension  of  the  concept.  Therefore,  we  believe,
nd  that  is  part  of  the  interest  of  this  research,  that  the
(
a
uevelopment  of  the  OIM  could  initially  consider  the  compo-
ents  of  the  MO  concept,  but  likely  should  also  incorporate
ther  components  that  allow  ﬁrms  to  extend  this  market  ori-
ntation  to  international  markets.  In  some  sense,  the  type
f  discussion  we  present  here  is  similar  to  the  one  proposed
y  Covin  and  Miller  (2014)  when  they  raise  the  question
f  ‘‘whether  Entrepreneurial  Orientation  (EO)  and  Interna-
ional  Entrepreneurial  Orientation  are  treated  as  distinct
onstructs  within  the  International  Entrepreneurship  (IE)  lit-
rature  or,  alternatively,  whether  international  is  simply  a
ontext  in  which  EO  research  has  been  pursued’’  (p.  13).
aking  into  account  one  of  the  approaches  that  some  IEO
esearch  employ,  as  Covin  and  Miller  (2014)  mention,  we
ssume  that  OIM  share  the  core  elements  of  the  MO  construct
et  includes  a additional  distinguishing  elements--namely,  an
‘international’’  emphasis.
The  concept  of  MO,  understood  as  ‘‘the  organization-
ide  generation  of  market  intelligence,  dissemination  of
he  intelligence  across  departments  and  organization-wide
esponsiveness  to  it’’  (Kohli  &  Jaworski,  1990,  p.  3)  has
een  increasingly  considered  an  essential  driver  for  achiev-
ng  superior  business  performance  around  the  world  (Chan  &
llis,  1998;  Ellis,  2006;  Farrell,  2000;  Kirca,  Jayachandran,
 Bearden,  2005;  Lado,  Maydeu-Olivares,  &  Rivera,  1998;
’Sullivan  &  Butler,  2009).  However,  despite  its  reported
mportance  for  business  performance  in  general,  and  for  SME
erformance  in  particular  (Collinson  &  Houlden,  2005;  Kara,
pillan,  &  DeShields,  2005;  Li,  Zhao,  Tan,  &  Liu,  2008),  the
oncept  of  MO  has  rarely  been  explored  in  the  context  of  BGs
Gabrielsson  &  Kirpalani,  2012;  Madsen,  Sorensen,  &  Torres-
rtega,  2015).  Efrat  and  Shoham  (2012)  indicate  that  the
hree  aspects  of  MO  identiﬁed  by  Narver  and  Slater  (1990)
-  customer  orientation,  competitor  orientation  and  inter-
unctional  coordination  --  should  be  encompassed  in  ﬁrms’
arketing  capabilities  to  create  a  solid  foundation  for  com-
etitive  advantage.
Cadogan,  Diamantopoulos,  and  Pahud  de  Mortanges
1999)  developed  the  ‘‘export  market  orientation’’  (EMO)
cale  as  a  measurement  of  MO  for  exporting  ﬁrms  because
‘the  shift  from  a  domestic  to  an  export  setting  suggests
hat  ‘‘merely  modifying  existing  measures  by  ‘interna-
ionalizing’  their  terminology  is  unlikely  to  be  sufﬁcient.
dditional  items  will  most  probably  be  required  which  are
ualitatively  very  different  from  those  occurring  in  domes-
ic  markets’’  (Cadogan  &  Diamantopoulos,  1995,  p.  51)’’
p.  690--691).  Our  work  wants  to  contribute  to  this  stream  of
cademic  research  because  it  is  focused  on  what  could  stim-
late  a  company  to  orientate  itself  towards  international
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markets,  and  speciﬁcally  when  this  intention  is  very  close
to  its  inception.  Therefore,  further  with  the  organization-
wide  generation  of  market  intelligence,  dissemination  of
the  intelligence  across  departments  and  organization-wide
responsiveness  to  it,  we  believe  that  something  else  should
be  considered  to  understand  the  orientation  towards  inter-
national  markets  of  some  companies.  In  this  sense,  the
orientation  of  the  company  towards  innovation,  and  its
interest  of  providing  international  markets  with  novelties
could  be  a  good  complement  of  the  original  MO  components
for  understanding  the  orientation  towards  international
markets.  That  is  exactly  what  we  want  to  disentangle
with  this  research:  what  other  component/s  should  be
considered,  if  any,  besides  the  traditional  market  orienta-
tion  components  for  understanding  the  orientation  towards
international  markets  of  BG  ﬁrms,  and  how  we  can  measure
this  latter  orientation.
Precisely,  the  fact  of  being  focused  on  this  type  of  com-
panies  justiﬁes  than  EMO  has  not  been  directly  adopted:
ﬁrst,  BG  ﬁrms  may  simultaneously  use  multiple  internation-
alization  modes,  not  only  exports.  Besides,  these  ﬁrms  are
small  and  entrepreneurial  in  terms  of  ownership  and  orga-
nization  (Almor  &  Hashai,  2004;  Melén  &  Nordman,  2009),
which  renders  their  mode  of  functioning  essentially  differ-
ent  from  that  of  traditional  gradual  exporters.  Moreover,
EMO  was  developed  based  on  the  MARKOR  scale,  which  did
not  measure  the  construct  of  customer  orientation,  which
is  considered  a  key  factor  for  BGs  (Aspelund  &  Moen,  2001;
Kim  et  al.,  2011).  These  are  the  reasons  why  we  do  not  pro-
pose  to  use  EMO  for  measuring  OIM  for  BG  ﬁrms  and  we  will
work  on  a  new  scale  for  OIM  based  on  the  conceptualization
of  MO.
For  providing  validation  to  the  proposed  OIM  construct
and  its  measurement  scale  for  BG  ﬁrms,  and  constituting
another  trait  of  this  study,  the  proposed  OIM  measure  will  be
analyzed  considering  two  groups  of  BGs,  formed  according
to  their  age.  Ripollés  and  Blesa  (2012),  referring  to  Lippman
and  Rumelt  (1982),  recognize  that:  ‘‘Younger  organizations
as  opposed  to  mature  ones  have  less  knowledge  about  mar-
kets  and  customers;  they  may  engage  in  inefﬁcient  practices
until  they  learn;  they  may  need  time  to  forge  relationships
with  external  partners,  including  customers  and  channel
members;  and  may  also  not  know  about  what  they  can  do
or  should  do’’  (p.  280).  Therefore,  although  Pennings,  Lee,
and  van  Witteloostuijn  (1998)  claim  that:  ‘‘Age  is  a  rather
crude  proxy  for  the  ﬁrm-speciﬁc  knowledge  that  comes  with
organizational  learning’’  (p.  439),  we  focus  on  ﬁrm  age
for  analyzing  the  OIM  measure  in  BGs  with  different  lev-
els  of  time-based  experience  and  experiential  knowledge.
Hence,  the  fact  of  considering  different  BGs  adds  the  current
research  to  the  line  of  work  of  some  authors  who  consider
different  BG  groups  according  to  their  age  such  as  Moen
(2002),  Hashai  and  Almor  (2004),  Jones  and  Coviello  (2005),
Luostarinen  and  Gabrielsson  (2006),  Kuivalainen  et  al.  (2007)
and  Peiris  et  al.  (2012).
For  accomplishing  the  mentioned  objectives,  this
research  is  organized  as  follows:  ﬁrst,  a  review  of  the  litera-
ture  on  BGs  and  MO  is  presented.  Subsequently,  we  show  the
results  of  a  qualitative  study  in  which  the  concept  of  OIM  and
the  traditional  scales  for  measuring  MO  have  been  assessed
by  managers  of  BGs.  Through  this  qualitative  study,  we  are
able  to  propose  the  scale  for  measuring  OIM  and  determine
n
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he  measurement  instrument  to  be  validated  through  quan-
itative  research  in  the  ‘‘Assessing  the  instrument  through
uantitative  research’’  section.  In  the  ﬁnal  section,  we
rovide  the  ﬁnal  scale  for  measuring  the  OIM  of  BG  ﬁrms.
iterature review
orn  global  ﬁrms
n  the  BG  context,  four  salient  characteristics  have  been
etected  by  numerous  researchers  as  crucial  for  charac-
erizing  this  type  of  entrepreneurial  ventures:  the  speed
f  internationalization  from  inception,  the  percentage  of
xports,  the  foreign  market  scope  and  the  ﬁrm  size.  First,
egarding  speed,  the  time  lag  between  the  foundation  of
 BG  and  the  ﬁrst  foreign  sale  is  typically  three  years  or
ess  (Luostarinen  &  Gabrielsson,  2004;  Oviatt  &  McDougall,
994).  Second,  the  threshold  of  export  intensity  (percent
f  foreign  sales)  of  these  ﬁrms  is  usually  ﬁxed  in  at  least
wenty-ﬁve  percent  (Knight  &  Cavusgil,  1996;  Knight,  1997;
ervais,  Zucchella,  &  Palamara,  2007).  The  third  charac-
eristic  is  their  market  scope,  which  refers  to  the  number
f  countries  or  even  continents  in  which  the  BGs  operate
Hashai,  2011).  Finally,  the  fourth  characteristic  of  BGs  is
heir  size:  the  literature  suggests  that  these  ﬁrms  are  typi-
ally  small  and  medium  enterprises  (Rennie,  1993;  Moen  &
ervais,  2002;  Rialp,  Rialp,  &  Knight,  2005).  In  this  study,  we
dopt  these  four  features  for  deﬁning  a  ﬁrm  as  BG,  in  line
ith  previous  research  (Madsen,  2013).
Earlier  contributions  considering  BGs  have  focused  upon
xplaining  the  phenomenon  adopting  different  theoretical
ases.  According  to  our  literature  review,  there  are  at  least
ix  traditional  approaches  related  to  BGs  (see  Table  1).
Considering  the  literature  review,  many  aspects  have
een  suggested  to  be  important  for  the  internationalization
rocess  of  BGs.  These  aspects  include  their  characteristics
Knight  &  Cavusgil,  1996;  Oviatt  &  McDougall,  1994),  factors
nﬂuencing  their  internationalization  process  (Knight  et  al.,
004;  Rialp  et  al.,  2005),  the  market  knowledge  (Shook,
riem,  &  McGee,  2003),  ﬁnancing  conditions  (Gabrielsson,
asi,  &  Darling,  2004;  Kocak  &  Abimbola,  2009),  innova-
ion  and  technology  (Freeman  et  al.,  2006;  Zahra,  Duane,
 Hitt,  2000;  Zhang  &  Dodgson,  2007),  and  ﬁnally  the
ole  of  managers  (Moen,  2002).  Some  authors  have  specif-
cally  considered  the  inﬂuence  of  dynamic  capabilities  on
nternationalization  in  BGs  (Weerawardena,  Sullivan  Mort,
iesch,  &  Knight,  2007),  other  studies  have  incorporated
he  knowledge-based  view  (Grant,  1996)  and,  according
o  Sharma  and  Blomstermo  (2003),  the  internationalization
rocess  can  also  depend  on  the  networks  in  which  a  company
perates.  According  to  Rialp,  Galván,  and  Suarez  (2010),
he  BG  phenomenon  has  become  a  subject  of  study  in  a
ide  variety  of  disciplines,  thereby  leading  to  the  combina-
ion  of  approaches  of  schools  in  strategic  management  and
nternational  entrepreneurship.  Karra  et  al.’s  (2008)  study  is
lso  focused  upon  understanding  the  process  of  early  inter-
ationalization  under  the  strategy-making  process.  Finally,
hetty  and  Campell-Hunt  (2004)  emphasized  the  importance
f  including  the  resource-based  view  to  more  comprehen-
ively  explain  the  non-path-dependent  behaviour  of  BGs.
110  
Table  1  BG  approaches.
Approaches  References
Dynamic
Capabilities
Knudsen  and  Madsen  (2002),  Knight
and Cavusgil  (2004),  Weerawardena
et  al.  (2007)
Knowledge-Based
View
Autio,  Sapienza,  and  Almeida  (2000),
Knight  and  Cavusgil  (2004),  Nordman
and  Melen  (2008),  Freeman  et  al.
(2010)
Networks  Hadley  and  Wilson  (2003),  Sharma
and  Blomstermo  (2003),  Coviello
(2006),  Freeman  et  al.  (2006),  Mort
and Weerawardena  (2006),  Evers
and  Knight  (2008),  Sepulveda  and
Gabrielsson  (2013)
Strategic
Perspective
Luostarinen  and  Gabrielsson  (2006),
Laanti,  Gabrielsson,  and  Gabrielsson
(2007),  Jantunen  et  al.  (2008),  Rialp
et  al.  (2010),  Gabrielsson  and
Gabrielsson  (2011)
International
Entrepreneur-
ship
Knight  (2001),  Fletcher  (2004),  Jones
and  Coviello  (2005),  Andersson  and
Evangelista  (2006),  Mathews  and
Zander  (2007),  Zhou  (2007),  Jones
and  Nummela  (2008),  Karra,  Phillips,
and Tracey  (2008),  Kocak  and
Abimbola  (2009),  Varma  (2013)
Resource-Based
View
Knight  and  Cavusgil  (2004),  Chetty
and  Campell-Hunt  (2004),  Freeman
and  Cavusgil  (2007),  Gassmann  and
Keupp  (2007)
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Jaworski  and  Kohli’s  (1993)  scale,  and  introduced  the  follow-According  to  the  dynamic  capabilities  paradigm,  ﬁrm’s
apabilities  are  determinant  in  creating  and  maintaining
ompetitive  advantage  that  leads  towards  superior  perfor-
ance  (Dierickx  &  Cool,  1989;  Teece,  Pisano,  &  Shuen,
997).  This  approach  is  innovative  in  the  way  it  views
rms’  accumulated  knowledge  as  a  foundation  for  devel-
pment  of  capabilities  (Zander  &  Kogut,  1995)  and  it  refers
o  internationalization  as  an  interaction  between  internal
nd  external  factors,  which  makes  internationalization  a
ush--pull  process  (Mathews  &  Zander,  2007).  According
o  the  dynamic  capabilities  perspective,  ﬁrms  can  achieve
erformance-enhancing  advantages  by  strategically  manag-
ng  their  capabilities  in  terms  of  adaptation,  integration,
nd  re-conﬁguration,  in  light  of  a  changing  environment
Teece  et  al.,  1997).  Since  such  capabilities  are  based  on  the
nowledge  developed  within  ﬁrms,  they  have  greater  rele-
ance  in  ﬁrms  where  such  knowledge  is  created  on  a regular
asis,  such  as  BGs.  Being  small  and  ﬂexible,  BGs  lack  the
ath  dependence  routines  and  bureaucracies  that  tend  to
inder  innovation  within  other  types  of  ﬁrms.  Given  their
trong  technological  orientation  and  the  unique  dynamic
onditions  associated  with  their  environment,  Knight  and
avusgil  (2004)  and  Weerawardena  et  al.  (2007)  concluded
hat  dynamic  capabilities  are  perhaps  the  most  appropriate
erspective  for  studying  BGs.
i
gR.  Torres-Ortega  et  al.
arket  orientation
ou  and  Myers  (1999)  identiﬁed  marketing,  R&D/technology
nd  production  capabilities  as  key  performance  drivers.  In
act,  market  orientation  (MO)  is  recognized  in  the  marketing
iterature  to  be  one  of  the  most  relevant  capabilities  driving
igher  performance  (Foley  &  Fahy,  2004).
Hunt  and  Morgan  (1995)  described  MO  as  a valuable,  rare,
ocially  complex,  and  causally  ambiguous  resource  avail-
ble  to  ﬁrms.  Until  the  end  of  the  1990s,  the  MO  concept
as  connected  to  marketing  philosophy  and  understood  as
n  implementation  of  this  philosophy,  and  the  studies  were
ocused  on  determinants  of  its  implementation.
The  literature  on  MO  has  focused  on  various  research
bjectives.  Early  contributions  in  this  ﬁeld  have  attempted
o  provide  different  conceptualizations  of  MO  (e.g.,  Horng
 Chen,  1998;  Ruekert,  1992),  but  most  studies  (f.  e.  Wren,
ouder,  &  Berkowitz,  2000) are  based  on  the  conceptu-
lizations  offered  by  Narver  and  Slater  (1990)  as  well  as
ohli,  Jaworski,  and  Kumar  (1993).  Narver  and  Slater  (1990)
eﬁned  MO  as  a construct  consisting  of  three  behavioural
imensions  of  customer  orientation,  interfunctional  coordi-
ation  and  competitor  orientation.  The  conceptualization  of
ohli  and  Jaworski  (1990)  focused  more  on  MO  as  a  process
ith  three  stages:  intelligence  generation,  intelligence  dis-
emination  and  responsiveness.  Then,  according  to  Kohli  and
aworski  (1990)  a  ﬁrm  exhibiting  market  orientation  engages
n  the  generation  of  market  intelligence,  disseminates  this
ntelligence  throughout  the  organization  and  develops  effec-
ive  strategies  in  response  to  this  information.  On  the  other
and,  Narver  and  Slater  (1990)  characterize  market  orienta-
ion  as  being  more  culturally  embedded,  demonstrating  an
rientation  towards  customers,  competitors,  and  interfunc-
ional  coordination.
Different  views  of  MO  (namely,  the  cultural,  behavioural
nd  system-based  perspectives)  have  also  been  presented
González  &  González,  2005;  Helfert,  Ritter,  &  Walter,  2002;
afferty  &  Hult,  2001). However,  regarding  the  measure-
ent  scales  of  MO,  the  most  widely  used  scales  are  MKTOR,
hich  was  developed  by  Narver  and  Slater  (1990),  and
ARKOR,  developed  by  Kohli  et  al.  (1993).  We  think  it  is
orth  emphasizing  that  these  two  original  measures  were
reated  and  developed  to  be  used,  at  least  initially,  in
omestic  environments.  In  fact,  the  international  activ-
ty  of  the  company  is  not  inherent  to  any  item  of  these
cales.  Actually,  the  majority  of  MO  studies  had  examined
ts  determinants  and  effects  in  a  domestic  setting.  Chan
nd  Ellis  (1998)  observed  that  the  strongest  MO  impact
n  performance  was  typically  found  in  USA  ﬁrms.  Other
tudies  showing  positive  effects  have  been  recorded  in  a
ariety  of  settings,  including  Spain  (Lado  et  al.,  1998),  Aus-
ralia  (Farrell,  2000)  and  Ireland  (O’Sullivan  &  Butler,  2009),
mong  others  (see  reviews  by  Ellis,  2006;  Kirca  et  al.,  2005).
The  role  of  MO  in  the  international  business  environ-
ent  was  initially  explored  by  the  seminal  research  of
adogan  et  al.  (1999).  Drawing  on  traditional  exporting
rms,  these  authors  developed  a  measure  scale  called
‘export  market  orientation’’  (EMO)  based  in  the  originalng  new  constructs  in  the  export  context:  export  intelligence
eneration,  export  intelligence  dissemination  and  export
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intelligence  responsiveness. In  this  sense,  the  EMO  scale  has
been  empirically  tested  in  the  context  of  exporting  ﬁrms
(Boso,  Cadogan,  &  Story,  2013;  Cadogan,  Cui,  &  Li,  2003;
Chi  &  Sun,  2013;  Chung,  2012;  Murray,  Yong  Gao,  &  Kotabe,
2011).
In  addition  to  traditional  exporting  ﬁrms,  other  type  of
ﬁrms  has  demonstrated  the  inﬂuence  of  MO  in  an  inter-
national  context:  new  entrepreneurial  ventures  (Brettel,
Engelen,  &  Heinemann,  2009),  new  export  ventures  (Evers,
2011)  and  export  ventures  (Balas,  Colakoglu,  &  Gokus,
2012).  These  empirical  studies  have  used  the  MARKOR,
MKTOR  or  EMO  scales.
As  noted  above,  only  a  relatively  small  number  of
empirical  works  have  expanded  MO  research  to  include
international  new  ventures  (INVs)  and  BGs  (Ripollés,  Blesa,
&  Monferrer,  2012;  Wood  et  al.,  2011).  For  instance,
Ripollés  et  al.  (2012)  highlighted  the  inﬂuence  of  the
international  learning  effort  of  INVs  through  their  inter-
national  MO.  Other  studies  address  the  role  of  MO  as
a  strategy  that  inﬂuences  the  success  of  INVs  combined
with  entrepreneurial  orientation  and  learning  orientation
(Frishammar  &  Andersson,  2009;  Ruokonen  &  Saarenketo,
2009;  Ripollés  et  al.,  2012).  Although  past  studies  have  made
signiﬁcant  progress  towards  understanding  MO  in  early  inter-
nationalizing  ﬁrms,  conceptual  and  measurement  issues  for
BGs  require  further  exploration  (Blesa,  Monferrer,  Ripollés,
&  Nauwelaerts,  2008;  Knight  &  Cavusgil,  2004).
As  previously  mentioned,  BG  ﬁrms  have  to  confront  risks
and  uncertainties  associated  with  the  foreignness  of  their
target  markets  without  having  accumulated  the  experience
and  resources  needed  for  internationalization.  Efrat  and
Shoham  (2012)  justify  why  prior  international  experience  of
BG’s  founders  cannot  completely  substitute  organizational
experience,  although  such  experience  can  be  used  to  reduce
the  liability  of  foreignness  associated  with  internationaliza-
tion.  Furthermore,  BG  ﬁrms  may  simultaneously  use  not  only
multiple  internationalization  modes,  but  also  exports,  and
their  mode  of  functioning  is  different  from  that  of  tradi-
tional  exporters.  That  is  the  reason  why  we  do  not  adopt
directly  the  traditional  scales  for  measuring  MO  for  dealing
with  the  orientation  towards  international  markets  by  BG
ﬁrms  and  propose  the  OIM  concept  for  these  ﬁrms,  as  well
as  we  believe  the  suitability  of  the  components  of  current
MO  scales  for  its  measurement  should  be  assessed.
The OIM concept for BG ﬁrms
The  need  to  examine  how  OIM  could  be  understood  by  BGs
justiﬁes  the  use  of  the  case  study  method  ﬁrst  (Eisenhardt,
1989;  Yin,  2003).  Yin  (2003)  suggested  that  case  studies
are  appropriate  when  the  research  investigates  ‘‘how’’  and
‘‘why’’  questions  regarding  a  contemporary  set  of  events.
Consistent  with  the  guidelines  recommended  by  Yin
(2003),  the  sampling  strategy  ﬁrst  follows  the  literal  repli-
cation  technique,  which  refers  to  produce  the  same  results
in  the  selected  cases;  second,  theoretical  replication  is
aimed  at  producing  contrasting  results  but  predictable  rea-
sons  within  the  investigated  cases.  In  this  study,  theoretical
replication  was  achieved  by  selecting  companies  with  differ-
ent  products  and  strategies.  Regarding  the  literal  replication
t
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nvolved,  BGs  were  selected  according  to  the  following  crite-
ia:
.  Firms  should  be  SMEs:  according  the  deﬁnition  of  the
European  Commission  for  establishing  the  size  of  a  ﬁrm,
the  number  of  employees  must  be  considered:  SMEs  have
between  10  and  249  employees.
.  Firms  should  have  commenced  international  activity
within  three  years  after  inception  to  be  considered  BGs
(Knight  &  Cavusgil,  2004).
.  Firms  must  be  exporting  minimum  25%  of  their
sales  (Knight  &  Cavusgil,  1996;  Knight,  1997;  Madsen,
Rasmussen,  &  Servais,  2000).
.  Firms  must  be  exporting  at  least  in  two  different  conti-
nents  (Hashai,  2011).
The  characteristics  of  the  ﬁrms  that  participated  in  the
ualitative  study  are  shown  in  Table  2.  Spanish  companies
re  considered  here  because  an  important  number  of  stud-
es  about  MO  and  BG  have  been  performed  in  Spain  and,
ore  relevant,  the  studies  developed  in  Spain  about  MO
nd  BGs  have  hardly  shown  country  idiosyncratic  differences
Blesa  et  al.,  2009;  Mazaira,  González,  &  Avendan˜o,  2003;
la  Barber  &  Cobos  Caballero,  2002;  Polo  Pen˜a,  Jamilena,  &
olina,  2012;  Rialp  &  Rialp,  1996).
In-depth  interviews  were  conducted  following  the  key
nformant  approach,  which  is  a  common  practice  in  inter-
ational  marketing  and  BGs  research  (Diamantopoulos  &
ouchon,  1999;  Evers  &  Knight,  2008).  In  addition  to  in-depth
nterviews,  we  utilized  different  sources  to  collect  infor-
ation  about  the  ﬁrms  (Yin,  2003),  such  as  annual  reports,
nformation  on  company  Web  sites  and  a  large  ﬁrm  database
SABI).
We  developed  the  interview  protocol  for  collecting  infor-
ation  related  to  the  orientation  towards  international
arkets  of  the  company  and  the  level  of  familiarity  with
he  MO  concept  and  measurement.  More  precisely,  respon-
ents  were  asked  to  provide  information  regarding  the
ole  of  international  operations  in  their  ﬁrms,  the  inter-
ational  experience  of  management  and  the  percentage
f  international  sales;  their  level  of  agreement  with  the
O  concept  (as  suggested  by  Hou  (2008): ‘‘Market  orien-
ation  involves  creating  a  competitive  advantage  through  a
ustomer-focused  enterprise,  in  which  customer  values  are
reated’’  (p.  1251));  how  they  evaluated  the  orientation
owards  international  markets  of  their  ﬁrms  and  to  assess
ARKOR  and  MKTOR  scales,  more  speciﬁcally  to  determine
he  suitability  of  each  constructs  and  items.
The  results  from  this  qualitative  study  allowed  us  to
evelop  the  content  of  OIM  for  the  BGs  context  following
he  recommendations  of  Churchill  (1979).  In  this  sense,  all
espondents  highly  agreed  with  the  MO  concept  being  pre-
ented  and  its  adequacy  for  international  markets,  and  the
anagers  of  four  BGs  preferred  the  use  of  the  scale  from
arver  and  Slater  (MKTOR)  to  capture  the  MO  of  their  ﬁrms
n  foreign  markets  (only  one  manager  considered  both  scales
qually  useful).  This  is  because  most  BGs  tend  to  have  a
igh  level  of  customer  orientation  (Kim  et  al.,  2011)  and
he  MARKOR  scale  does  not  measure  this  construct,  which
s  considered  a key  factor  for  BGs  (Aspelund  &  Moen,  2001;
im  et  al.,  2011).  Likewise,  our  qualitative  study  also  indi-
ates  that  managers  require  the  addition  of  a  couple  of
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Table  2  BGs  participating  in  the  qualitative  study.
Case  Person  interviewed  Area  of  specialization  Major  export
markets
Year  between  start  up
and  ﬁrst  export
Export  %
A  CEO  Design  Europe,  Asia  0  80
B Marketing  manager  Decoration  Europe,  North
America
1  25
C Product  manager  Telecommunication
system
Europe,  Africa,
South  America.
0  40
D Marketing  manager  Advertising  service  Europe,  South
America
1  60
E Marketing  manager Medical  Europe,  South
America
2  35
Table  3  The  proposed  scale  for  measuring  the  OIM  of  BGs.
Construct  Items  Previous  scales
Customer
orientation
(CuO)
CuO1:  Our  business  objectives  are  driven  by  customer  satisfaction.
CuO2:  We  monitor  our  level  of  commitment  and  orientation  to  serving
customers’  needs.
CuO3:  Our  strategy  for  competitive  advantage  is  based  on  our
understanding  of  customer  needs.
CuO4:  Our  business  strategies  are  driven  by  our  beliefs  about  how  we  can
create greater  value  for  customers.
CuO5:  We  measure  customer  satisfaction  systematically  and  frequently.
CuO6: We  pay  close  attention  to  after-sales  service.
CuO7:  We  collect  customer  information  using  external  sources  (such  as
market  research  agencies,  syndicated  data  sources  and  consultants).
Adapted  from  Narver
and  Slater  (1990),
Kim  et  al.  (2011)
Competitor
orientation  (CO)
CO1:  Our  salespeople  share  information  within  our  business  concerning
competitors’  strategies.
CO2:  We  respond  to  competitive  actions  that  threaten  us.
CO3: We  target  customers  and  customer  groups  in  which  we  have  (or  can
develop)  a  competitive  advantage.
CO4:  The  top  management  team  regularly  discusses  competitors’  strengths
and strategies.
Adapted  from  Narver
and  Slater  (1990)
Interfunctional
coordination
(IC)
IC1:  We  communicate  information  about  our  successful  and  unsuccessful
customer  experiences  across  all  business  functions.
IC2:  All  of  our  business  functions  (e.g.,  marketing/sales,  manufacturing,
R&D, accounting)  are  integrated  to  serve  the  needs  of  our  target  markets.
IC3: All  of  our  managers  understand  how  everyone  in  our  company  can
contribute  to  creating  customer  value.
IC4:  Our  top  managers  from  every  function  visit  our  current  and
prospective  customers.
Adapted  from  Narver
and  Slater  (1990)
Innovativeness  and
technological
capability  (ITC)
ITC1:  Technical  innovation  based  on  research  results  is  readily  accepted  in
the supply  chain.
ITC2:  We  actively  seek  innovative  ideas.
ITC3:  We  use  knowledge-intensive  technologies  to  improve  existing
offerings.
ITC4: We  have  excellent  leadership  in  product/process  innovation.
ITC5: We  engage  in  innovative,  proactive  and  risk-seeking  behaviour  that
crosses  national  borders  as  developed  by  our  managers.
Adapted  from  Han,
Kim  and  Srivastava
(1998),  Andersson
and  Wictor  (2003),
Menguc  and  Auh
(2006)
Inﬂuence  of
networks  (NW)
NW1:  We  use  network  relationships  for  market  entry  and  market
development.
NW2: External  ﬁnancial  support  allows  us  to  operate  in  foreign  markets.
NW3: Our  use  of  channels  as  system  integrators/distributors,  networks,  and
the internet  helps  us  to  reach  new  business  space  in  international  markets.
Adapted  from
Andersson  and  Wictor
(2003),  Gabrielsson
and  Kirpalani  (2004),
Coviello  (2006)
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constructs  to  the  MKTOR  scale,  as  well  as  one  new  item
added  to  the  customer  orientation  construct  (CuO7  in
Table  3),  when  orientation  towards  international  markets
is  considered.  The  two  new  constructs  are  the  inﬂuence  of
networks  and  the  role  of  innovativeness  and  technological
capability  (see  Table  3).
We  believe  the  addition  of  these  new  components  allow
us  to  pass  from  the  general  market  orientation  concept
to  the  orientation  towards  international  markets  concept.
Innovativeness  and  technological  capability  has  been  pre-
viously  identiﬁed  in  the  BG  literature  as  one  of  the
factors  highly  inﬂuencing  the  BG  internationalization  pro-
cess  (Freeman  et  al.,  2006;  Zahra  et  al.,  2000;  Zhang  &
Dodgson,  2007).  Furthermore,  Kim  et  al.  (2011)  analyze
the  relationship  between  BG’s  customer  orientation,  one
of  the  traditional  components  of  the  MO  scale,  with  innova-
tiveness  and  technological  capability  for  customer  relation-
ship  management  (CRM)  and  external  customer  information
management.
On  the  other  hand,  the  previous  literature  has  also
identiﬁed  ﬁnancial  conditions  and  the  networks  in  which
companies  operate  as  factors  heavily  inﬂuencing  the  BGs
internationalization  process  (Gabrielsson  et  al.,  2004;  Kocak
&  Abimbola,  2009;  Sharma  &  Blomstermo,  2003).  In  this
regard,  some  authors  also  relate  MO  and  networks,  as  for
example  Cadogan  et  al.  (2003)  or  Ellis  (2010). Cadogan  et  al.
(2003)  included  network  capabilities  in  the  scale  they  devel-
oped  to  measure  ﬁrm’s  marketing  capabilities.
Therefore,  based  on  the  literature  review  and  the  qual-
itative  study,  23  items  were  considered  to  measure  the  5
components  of  the  proposed  scale  for  measuring  OIM.
Assessing the instrument through quantitative
research
Data  collection  and  sample
The  sample  for  developing  the  quantitative  part  of  the
research  collects  information  from  three  European
countries:  Denmark,  Finland  and  Spain.  These  countries
were  selected  because  BGs  have  been  recognized  as  an
important  phenomenon  in  all  of  them  (Gabrielsson  &
Kirpalani,  2004;  Madsen  &  Servais,  1997;  Ripollés  et  al.,
2012).
We  collected  contact  details  for  international  ﬁrms  from
different  databases:  Danish  BGs  (a  database  developed  from
previous  studies  conducted  at  the  University  of  Southern
Denmark  (Madsen,  2013)),  Kohdistamiskone  (a  database  that
contains  information  on  Finnish  companies),  and  ICEX  (Span-
ish  Institute  for  Foreign  Trade).  A  Web-based  survey  was
distributed  by  e-mail  from  March  2012  to  January  2013
to  the  ﬁrms  selected  under  the  following  three  criteria:
(1)  ﬁrms  with  less  than  250  employees,  (2)  ﬁrms  with  inter-
national  activity,  and  (3)  active  independent  companies.
A  total  of  6489  companies  were  identiﬁed  meeting  these
criteria  and  contacted;  955  completed  questionnaires  were
collected,  which  represents  a  response  rate  of  15%.  Of  these
valid  answers,  it  is  possible  to  identify  216  BGs  (23%  of
the  total  sample)  considering  the  criteria  previously  men-
tioned.  A  non-response  bias  check  was  conducted  comparing
early  responses  and  late  responses  (Oppenheim,  1966).  This
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actic  has  been  used  commonly  in  other  research  as  a
roxy  of  non-response  bias  check  when  direct  data  of  non-
esponses  is  not  obtainable  (Datta,  Guthrie,  &  Wright,  2005).
o  signiﬁcant  differences  were  detected  between  early  and
ate  respondents.
Looking  for  external  validity  of  the  proposed  scale,  we
mployed  this  sample  to  analyze  the  OIM  scale  between  two
ifferent  groups  of  BGs  attending  their  age.  As  22  years  old
s  the  average  age  of  the  ﬁrms  in  the  sample,  and  given  that
he  information  was  collected  primarily  in  2012,  one  group
s  formed  by  those  BG  ﬁrms  founded  in  1990  or  before,  and
he  second  group  included  those  BGs  founded  after  1990.
onsidering  our  sample  of  BGs,  78  BGs  (36.1%)  were  in  the
rst  group,  and  138  (63.9%)  in  the  second  group  of  BGs.
able  4  presents  descriptive  information  regarding  these
Gs.  More  precisely,  we  provide  information  regarding  the
ge  of  these  companies,  their  size  and  their  industries.
As  explained  in  ‘‘The  OIM  concept  for  BG  ﬁrms’’  section,
ased  on  the  traditional  scales  for  measuring  MO  and  the
ualitative  study  focused  on  5 Spanish  BGs,  we  obtained
 theoretical  OIM  scale  for  BG  ﬁrms  with  5  constructs  and
3  items  (see  Table  3).  Likert  scales  with  7  choices  (1  for
‘strongly  disagree’’;  7  for  ‘‘strongly  agree’’)  were  used  to
easure  the  various  items.
Following  the  approach  of  other  researchers  in  marketing
e.g.,  Joshi  &  Sharma,  2004),  to  assess  whether  a  common
ethod  bias  posed  a  threat  to  our  data  we  performed  the
arman’s  one-factor  test  on  the  items.  If  there  is  a  sub-
tantial  amount  of  common  method  variance,  then  either  a
ingle  factor  will  emerge  from  the  factor  analysis,  or  one
eneral  factor  will  account  for  the  majority  of  the  covari-
nce  among  the  variables  (Podsakoff  &  Organ,  1986).
In  our  case,  common  method  bias  was  not  a  concern.
he  factor  analysis  considering  all  BG  ﬁrms  in  the  sam-
le  resulted  in  6  factors  with  eigenvalue  greater  than  1
accounting  for  65.05%  of  the  total  variance);  the  ﬁrst  factor
ccounted  for  33.3%  of  the  variance.  The  same  analysis  for
Gs  in  the  ﬁrst  group  resulted  in  7  factors  with  eigenvalue
reater  than  1  (accounting  for  67.65%  of  the  total  vari-
nce);  the  ﬁrst  factor  accounted  for  28.6%  of  the  variance.
inally,  the  factor  analysis  for  the  second  group  of  BGs
esulted  in  5  factors  with  eigenvalue  greater  than  1
accounting  for  64.85%  of  the  total  variance)  and  the  ﬁrst
actor  accounted  for  35.7%  of  the  variance.  Thus,  common
ethod  bias  does  not  pose  threat  to  our  data.
easurement  model
here  is  an  extensive  debate  regarding  the  reﬂective  vs.
ormative  nature  of  observed  measures  and  models  in  the
iterature  (f.e.  the  Journal  of  Business  Research  special
ssue  (61/12)  covers  controversy  about  formative  versus
eﬂective  model  speciﬁcation).  We  propose  OIM  being  a
eﬂective  second  order  construct  measured  by  ﬁve  reﬂec-
ive  ﬁrst  order  dimensions  (Customer  Orientation  (CuO),
ompetitor  Orientation  (CO),  Interfunctional  Coordination
IC),  Innovativeness  and  Technological  Capability  (ITC)  and
nﬂuence  of  Networks  (NW))  because  variation  in  the
evel  of  OIM  leads  to  variation  in  its  indicators,  and  also
ecause  those  indicators  are  presumed  to  be  interrelated
Judge  &  Kammeyer-Mueller,  2012).  Therefore,  we  suggest
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Table  4  Descriptive  information  for  the  total  sample  of  BGs  and  the  two  subsamples.
Group  1  of  BGs  (born  in  1990  or  before)  Group  2  of  BGs  (born  after  1990)  Total
Count  Row  %  Col  %  Count  Row  %  Col  %  Count  Col  %
Country
Spain  54  65.90%  39.10%  28  34.10%  35.90%  82  38.00%
Nordic countries  84  62.70%  60.90%  50  37.30%  64.10%  134  62.0%
Size
Micro 44  81.50%  31.90%  10  18.50%  12.80%  54  25.00%
Small 62  68.90% 44.90%  28  31.10%  35.90%  90  41.70%
Medium 32  44.40% 23.20% 40  55.60% 51.30%  72  33.30%
Industry
Agriculture 16  59.30%  11.60%  11  40.70%  14.10%  27  12.50%
Mining 2  66.70%  1.40%  1  33.30%  1.30%  3  1.40%
Construction  4  44.40%  2.90%  5  55.60%  6.40%  9  4.20%
Manufacturing  80  62.50%  58.00%  48  37.50%  61.50%  128  59.30%
Transportation 1  33.30%  0.70%  2  66.70%  2.60%  3  1.40%
Wholesale trade 16  59.30% 11.60%  11  40.70%  14.10%  27  12.50%
Retail sale 4  100.00%  2.90%  0  0.00%  0.00%  4  1.90%
Service 15  100.00% 10.90%  0  0.00%  0.00%  15  6.90%
Total 138 63.90% 78  36.10%  216
Mean St.  Dev  Mean  St.  Dev  Mean  St.  Dev
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1Age 12.33  5.66  
 Type  1  model  in  Jarvis,  MacKenzie,  and  Podsakoff  (2003)
erminology  (‘‘ﬁrst-order  latent  factors  with  reﬂective  indi-
ators  and  also  that  these  ﬁrst-order  factors  are  themselves
eﬂective  indicators  of  an  underlying  second-order  con-
truct’’  (p.  204)).
To  analyze  the  proposed  model  (see  Fig.  1),  a  multi-group
onﬁrmatory  factor  analysis  (CFA)  was  used,  considering  one
f  the  dominant  focal  points  for  analyzing  multi-group  data
Hair,  Black,  Babin,  Anderson,  &  Tatham,  2006).  An  analysis
f  the  validity  and  reliability  of  the  scales  employed  in  our
odel  was  performed  by  means  of  CFA.  Inasmuch  as  the
cale  development  was  founded  on  the  review  of  the  most
elevant  literature  and  the  qualitative  research  performed,
he  content  validity  of  the  measurement  instruments  seem
o  be  guaranteed.
To  conﬁrm  the  existence  of  multidimensionality  in  the
IM  scale,  an  alternative  model  strategy  was  developed
Anderson  &  Gerbing,  1988;  Hair  et  al.,  2006).  Thus,  we
ompared  a  second-order  model  in  which  various  dimensions
easured  the  multidimensional  construct  under  consider-
tion  with  a  ﬁrst-order  model  in  which  all  items  weighed  on
 single  factor  (Steenkamp  &  Van  Trijp,  1991).  The  results
howed  that  the  second-order  model  had  a  much  better
t  than  the  ﬁrst-order  model.  These  results  enabled  us  to
onclude  that  the  OIM  concept  demonstrated  a  multidimen-
ional  nature.
To  analyze  the  reliability  of  the  constructs,  we  ﬁrst
onducted  an  exploratory  factor  analysis  (EFA).  The  con-
ideration  of  multiple  items  for  each  construct  increases
onstruct  reliability  (Terblanche  &  Boshoff,  2008).  Using  EFA
nd  considering  the  different  items  for  each  construct,  we
ound  that  only  one  dimension  appeared  for  all  constructs,
xcept  for  CuO  in  the  general  sample  as  well  as  in  both
o
u
c39.31  20.68  22.07  18.5
ubsamples  of  BGs.  An  analysis  of  the  factor  matrix  allowed
s  to  identify  that  the  last  item  (‘‘We  collect  customer
nformation  using  external  sources’’)  was  not  related  to  the
emainder  of  the  items  that  measured  CuO;  thus,  this  item
as  eliminated  from  the  CuO  construct  measurement.  After
his  item  was  eliminated,  the  exploratory  factor  analyses
onﬁrmed  the  unidimensionality  of  the  5  constructs  consid-
red  for  measuring  OIM  in  the  general  sample  and  in  both
amples  of  BGs.
The  item-total  correlation,  which  measures  the  correla-
ion  of  each  item  with  the  sum  of  the  remaining  items  that
onstitute  the  scale,  is  above  the  minimum  of  0.3  recom-
ended  by  Nurosis  (1993)  for  all  constructs  in  the  samples
sed.  Cronbach’s  alpha  (˛)  exceeded  the  recommendation
f  0.70  suggested  by  Nunnally  and  Bernstein  (1994),  except
or  the  NW  construct  in  the  general  sample  (0.6)  and  in  the
rst  group  of  BGs  (0.4).
Then,  we  conducted  conﬁrmatory  factor  analysis  (CFA)
or  all  constructs  in  the  model,  with  the  aim  of  assessing
he  measurement  reliability  and  validity,  using  the  statistics
ackage  AMOS  20.  First  thing  to  consider  is  the  normality
f  the  available  data.  The  normality  test  performed  on  the
vailable  items  indicates  that  we  cannot  accept  the  assump-
ion  of  normality  neither  in  the  total  sample  nor  in  both
ubsamples.  In  fact,  for  various  items,  the  critical  values
xceeded  +2.00  or  −2.00,  which  indicates  statistically  sig-
iﬁcant  degrees  of  non-normality.  AMOS  also  reports  the
oint  multivariate  kurtosis  value  and  its  associated  criti-
al  ratio.  Small  multivariate  kurtosis  values  (e.g.,  less  than
.00)  are  considered  negligible,  whereas  values  ranging  from
ne  to  ten  often  indicate  moderate  non-normality.  Val-
es  that  exceed  ten  indicate  severe  non-normality.  In  our
ase,  for  the  total  sample  and  the  subsamples  the  values
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indicate  severe  non-normality.  One  method  to  correct  for
non-normality  is  to  use  the  Bollen-Stine  p-value  rather  than
the  usual  maximum  likelihood-based  p-value  to  assess  over-
all  model  ﬁt.
The  scale  reﬁnement  process  followed  applying  the  three
criteria  proposed  by  Jöreskog  and  Sörbom  (1993):  (1)  weak
convergence  requiring  the  elimination  of  indicators  that  did
not  have  a  signiﬁcant  factorial  regression  coefﬁcient  for  Stu-
dent’s  t  distribution  >  2.58  (p  =  0.01);  (2)  strong  convergence
forcing  the  elimination  of  those  indicators  that  were  not
substantial,  i.e.,  those  whose  standardized  coefﬁcient  ()
was  less  than  0.5;  and  (3)  a  selective  elimination  of  indica-
tors  that  least  contributed  to  the  explanation  of  the  model,
given  the  cut-off  point  of  R2 <  0.3.  Following  all  these  recom-
mendations,  we  eliminated  three  items  from  the  CuO  scale
(CuO4,  CuO5  and  CuO6),  one  item  from  the  CO  scale  (CO3),
c
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ne  item  form  the  IC  scale  (IC4),  one  item  from  ITC  (ITC1)
nd  the  construct  NW.  We  would  like  to  point  out  that  the
limination  of  this  construct  was  unexpected  because
he  literature,  from  our  perspective,  provides  arguments
or  justifying  its  consideration  as  a  component  of  the  ori-
ntation  towards  international  markets  (as  we  have  already
entioned,  some  research  show  how  networks  are  fac-
ors  heavily  inﬂuencing  the  BGs  internationalization  process
Gabrielsson  et  al.,  2004;  Kocak  &  Abimbola,  2009;  Sharma  &
lomstermo,  2003)).  As  we  mention  in  the  ‘‘Discussion’’  sec-
ion,  we  believe  more  research  is  needed  on  this  construct,
specially  in  the  items  that  could  be  use  for  measuring  it.
The  Bollen-Stine  bootstrap  for  the  total  sample  of  BGs
nabled  us  to  accept  the  ﬁnal  measurement  model  (p  value
s  0.284).  Likewise,  the  Bollen-Stine  bootstrap  also  enabled
s  to  accept  the  model  for  both  subsamples  (p  value  is  0.448
nd  0.065,  respectively).  The  results  of  the  ﬁnal  CFA  are
eported  in  Table  5  for  the  entire  sample,  for  BGs  constituted
n  1990  or  before,  and  for  BGs  constituted  after  1990.
Composite  reliability  (CR)  represents  the  shared  variance
mong  a  set  of  observed  variables  measuring  an  underlying
onstruct  (Fornell  &  Larcker,  1981).  Generally,  a composite
eliability  of  at  least  0.60  is  considered  desirable  (Bagozzi
 Yi,  1988).  This  requirement  is  fulﬁlled  for  every  factor.
he  average  variance  extracted  (AVE)  was  also  calculated  for
ach  construct;  the  resulting  AVE  values  were  greater  than
.50,  except  for  CuO  with  an  AVE  value  of  0.498  (Fornell  &
arcker,  1981).  Therefore,  the  four  constructs  demonstrated
cceptable  levels  of  reliability.
Convergent  validity  was  veriﬁed  by  analyzing  the  fac-
or  loadings  and  their  signiﬁcance.  The  scores  obtained  for
he  coefﬁcients  in  Table  5  indicate  that  all  factor  loadings
ere  signiﬁcant  (p  <  .001).  Furthermore,  the  size  of  all  of  the
tandardized  loadings  were  higher  than  0.50  (Steenkamp  &
eyskens,  2006).  These  ﬁndings  provide  evidence  suppor-
ing  the  convergent  validity  of  the  indicators  (Anderson  and
erbing,  1988).
Evidence  of  the  discriminant  validity  of  the  measures
s  provided  in  Table  6  for  the  overall  sample  and  for  the
wo  subsamples.  The  shared  variance  between  pairs  of  con-
tructs  was  always  less  than  the  corresponding  AVE  (Fornell
 Larcker,  1981).
On the  basis  of  these  criteria,  we  concluded  that  the  mea-
ure  in  the  study  provided  sufﬁcient  evidence  of  reliability
s  well  as  convergent  and  discriminant  validity.  Thus,  the
evised  measurement  model  was  retained  as  the  study’s  ﬁnal
easurement  model  for  measuring  OIM  in  BGs.
easurement  invariance
fter  the  validity  and  reliability  of  the  scale  was  conﬁrmed,
he  measurement  invariance  of  the  measurement  instru-
ent  to  compare  the  two  groups  had  to  be  assured  (Hair
t  al.,  2006).  In  our  case,  the  differences  that  could  exist
etween  the  ratings  given  by  the  scales  in  the  two  subsam-
les  could  be  either  the  result  of  real  differences  between
he  companies  or  of  systematic  errors  produced  by  the  man-ertain  items.  As  Horn  (1991)  proposed,  ‘‘without  evidence
f  invariance  of  the  measurement  instrument,  the  study
onclusions  would  be  weak’’  (p.  119).
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To  analyze  the  invariance  of  the  measurement  instru-
ent,  we  followed  three  steps  that  correspond  to  the  three
nvariance  levels  with  which  we  must  comply.
STEP  1:  First,  we  evaluate  the  loose  cross-validation  or
ingle  group  solution.  In  other  words,  we  employ  the  least
emanding  equivalence  form  in  estimating  the  CFA  for  each
ne  of  the  two  samples  separately.  A  good  ﬁt  in  both  samples
s  required.
When  we  evaluated  the  validity  and  reliability  of  the
odel  the  CFA  ﬁt  was  good  for  both  samples  (summarized
t  the  bottom  of  Table  5).
STEP  2:  The  following  step  involved  conﬁrming  that  the
actorial  structure  (number  of  factors)  is  the  same  in
he  two  samples,  which  is  called  equal  form,  factor  structure
r  conﬁgural  invariance.  The  method  is  similar  to  the  previ-
us  method,  but  rather  than  estimating  the  model  of  each
ample  separately,  a  multi-group  estimation  is  conducted.
n  other  words,  the  model  is  estimated  simultaneously  in
he  two  groups.  This  model  serves  as  a  basis  for  determin-
ng  whether  the  restrictions  that  are  incorporated  affect  the
djustment  negatively.
We  observe  how  the  chi-squared  value  and  the  degrees
f  freedom  are  the  sum  of  the  two  previous  values  (see
able  7),  and  although  they  remain  signiﬁcant,  the  remain-
er  of  the  indicators  shows  that  it  is  reasonable  to  assume
he  same  factorial  structure  in  both  samples  (GFI  =  0.898;
FI  =  0.954;  RMSEA  =  0.046).
STEP  3:  In  this  step,  we  must  determine  the  invariance  of
he  factorial  loadings  (also  known  as  equal  factor  loadings
r  metric  invariance),  which  implies  that  it  is  reasonable
o  assume  that  in  the  two  subsamples,  the  factorial  loadings
hat  join  each  factor  with  its  indicator  are  the  same.  In  other
ords,  we  ensured  that  the  concepts  have  been  measured
n  the  same  way  in  both  cases.  Thus,  it  is  necessary  to  com-
are  the  chi-squared  value  from  the  second  (equal  form)
nd  third  (equal  factor  loadings)  steps  to  verify  that  the  ﬁt
f  the  new  model  is  not  signiﬁcantly  worse.  Therefore,  we
etermined  that  the  difference  of  the  chi-squared  is  8.7,
hich  is  not  signiﬁcant  (see  Table  7).
Thus,  we  can  conclude  that  imposing  restrictions  on
he  equality  of  factorial  loadings  does  not  signiﬁcantly
nd  negatively  inﬂuence  the  ﬁt  (p  =  0.467);  therefore,  such
estrictions  are  plausible  and  the  factorial  invariance  of  the
easurement  instrument  is  conﬁrmed.
ummary and discussion
his  study  explored  the  concept  of  OIM  for  BG  ﬁrms  and
ontributes  the  BG  literature  by  presenting  a measurement
cale  of  OIM  speciﬁcally  designed  for  this  type  of  ﬁrms
ollowing  the  widely  accepted  scale  development  procedure
see  Table  8).  A  total  of  5  constructs  and  23  items  were  initi-
lly  identiﬁed,  and  their  reliability  and  validity  were  tested.
inally,  with  4  constructs  and  13  items,  all  alpha  coefﬁcients
or  the  data  exceeded  the  minimum  standard  for  reliability,
uggesting  a  high  level  of  internal  consistency  for  each  con-
truct.  Both  convergent  validity  and  discriminate  validity
ere  satisfactory,  suggesting  that  all  measurement  items
losely  represent  conceptually  meaningful  constructs.
Our  ﬁndings  show  that  the  proposed  measurement  scale
or  measuring  OIM  in  BG  ﬁrms  is  both  reliable  and  valid.
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Table  6  Discriminant  validity  of  the  theoretical  construct.
Overall  BG  Sample  First  subsample  (BGs  born
in  1990  or  before)
Second  subsample  (BGs  born
after  1990)
CuO  CO  IC  ITC  CuO  CO  IC  ITC  CuO  CO  IC  ITC
CuO  0.50  0.498  0.53
CO 0.18 0.56 0.21  0.54  0.14  0.58
IC 0.35 0.37 0.55 0.33  0.23  0.52  0.33  0.42  0.58
ITC 0.11 0.33 0.35 0.61 0.20 0.19 0.45  0.55  0.07  0.39  0.29  0.65
The diagonal represents the AVE, while the values below the diagonal indicate the shared variance (squared correlations).
Table  7  Measurement  invariance  test.
Model  Sig.
Bollen-Stine
Bootstrap
2 d.f.  Dif.
2
d.f  p  GFI  CFI  RMSEA
Single  group  solution
First  subsample
(BGs  born  in  1990
or  before)
0.448  75.1  59  0.890  0.95  0.059
Second subsample
(BGs  born  after
1990)
0.065  97.1  59  0.908  0.954  0.069
Measurement invariance
Unconstraint
0.199
172.2*** 118  0.898  0.954  0.046
Equal measurement
weights
180.9*** 127  8.7  9  0.467  0.892  0.954  0.045
*** p < 0.01.
Table  8  Final  scale  for  measuring  the  OIM  of  BGs.
Constructs  Items
Customer  orientation
(CuO)
CuO1:  Our  business  objectives  are  driven  by  customer  satisfaction.
CuO2:  We  monitor  our  level  of  commitment  and  orientation  to  serving  customers’  needs.
CuO3: Our  strategy  for  competitive  advantage  is  based  on  our  understanding  of  customer
needs.
Competitor
orientation (CO)
CO1:  Our  salespeople  share  information  within  our  business  concerning  competitors’
strategies.
CO2: We  respond  to  competitive  actions  that  threaten  us.
CO3: The  top  management  team  regularly  discusses  competitors’  strengths  and  strategies.
Interfunctional
coordination  (IC)
IC1:  We  communicate  information  about  our  successful  and  unsuccessful  customer
experiences  across  all  business  functions.
IC2:  All  of  our  business  functions  (e.g.,  marketing/sales,  manufacturing,  R&D,
inane/accounting)  are  integrated  to  serve  the  needs  of  our  target  markets.
IC3: All  of  our  managers  understand  how  everyone  in  our  company  can  contribute  to  creating
customer  value.
Innovativeness  and
technological
capability  (ITC)
ITC1:  We  actively  seek  innovative  ideas.
ITC2:  We  use  knowledge-intensive  technologies  to  improve  existing  offerings.
ITC3:  We  have  excellent  leadership  in  product/process  innovation.
ITC4: We  engage  in  innovative,  proactive,  and  risk-seeking  behaviour  that  crosses  national
borders as  developed  by  our  managers.
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iven  the  four  dimensions  identiﬁed,  the  ﬁndings  are  con-
istent  with  previous  research  on  the  MO  construct.  For
nstance,  the  seminal  work  of  Narver  and  Slater  (1990)
ighlighted  the  importance  of  three  of  the  dimensions:
ustomer  orientation,  competitor  orientation  and  interfunc-
ional  coordination.
For  BGs  acting  in  different  foreign  markets,  the  busi-
ess  objectives  should  be  driven  by  customer  satisfaction;
heir  strategy  for  obtaining  competitive  advantage  should
e  based  on  their  understanding  of  all  of  their  customer
eeds.  Accordingly,  these  ﬁrms  should  monitor  their  level  of
ommitment  and  orientation  to  serve  customer  needs.  How-
ver,  in  addition  to  monitoring,  the  management  team  must
ommunicate  information  regarding  successful  and  unsuc-
essful  customer  experiences  across  all  business  functions.
n  this  manner,  it  will  be  possible  to  integrate  all  busi-
ess  functions  (e.g.  R&D,  manufacturing,  marketing,  sales,
ccounting)  to  serve  the  needs  of  the  target  markets.  All
anagers  can  understand  how  everyone  in  the  ﬁrm  can
ontribute  to  creating  customer  value.  Moreover,  top  man-
gement  should  regularly  discuss  competitors’  strengths  and
trategies  and  respond  to  competitive  actions  by  competi-
ors  that  threaten  them.  Hence,  salespeople  must  share
nformation  with  the  entire  organization  in  relation  to  com-
etitor  strategies  because  these  individuals  are  likely  to  be
he  ﬁrst  to  encounter  such  strategies.
The  last  dimension  of  the  scale  (innovativeness  and  tech-
ological  capability)  was  previously  identiﬁed  in  the  BG
iterature  as  one  of  the  factors  inﬂuencing  the  BG  inter-
ationalization  process  (Freeman  et  al.,  2006;  Zahra  et  al.,
000;  Zhang  &  Dodgson,  2007).  Furthermore,  as  previously
entioned,  Kim  et  al.  (2011)  analyze  the  relationship  among
G’s  customer  orientation  with  innovativeness  and  techno-
ogical  capability  for  CRM  and  external  customer  information
anagement.  To  engage  in  innovative,  proactive,  and  risk-
eeking  behaviour  that  is  developed  by  a  ﬁrm’s  managers,
o  continuously  seek  innovative  ideas  that  use  knowledge-
ntensive  technologies  to  improve  existing  offerings,  and
ltimately  to  become  a  leader  in  product  and  process  inno-
ation  will  undoubtedly  enable  such  a  ﬁrm  to  become
riented  towards  international  markets,  independently  of
he  distance  from  the  target  foreign  market/s  to  the  domes-
ic  market.
Based  on  the  quantitative  study  for  validating  the  scale,
t  was  determined  that  one  of  the  constructs  that  had
een  identiﬁed  through  the  qualitative  analysis  (inﬂuence
f  networks)  should  not  be  a  component  of  the  OIM  scale.
e  believed  that  the  external  ﬁnancial  support  that  allows
rms  to  operate  in  foreign  markets  and  the  use  of  networks
or  entering  and  developing  in  international  markets  could
orm  part  of  the  OIM  construct  as  previous  literature  iden-
iﬁed  both  factors  inﬂuencing  the  BGs  internationalization
rocess  (Gabrielsson  et  al.,  2004;  Kocak  &  Abimbola,  2009;
harma  &  Blomstermo,  2003).  However,  the  data  did  not
uggest  internal  consistency  for  the  construct.  That  is  the
eason  why  more  research  to  identify  the  relevant  items  for
easuring  the  construct  as  well  as  to  fully  understand  the
onnection  among  networks  and  the  OIM  of  BGs  is  required.The  results  of  this  study  provide  relevant  theoretical
mplications.  This  study  provides  a  comprehensive  view
f  the  OIM  of  BGs  by  developing  a  measurement  of  OIM
or  these  ﬁrms,  which  constitute  an  important  type  of
i
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nternational  entrepreneurial  organization.  Given  the
carcity  of  relevant  information  on  the  OIM  of  BGs,  the  mea-
urement  developed  in  the  current  study  could  thus  serve
s  a  platform  for  future  studies.  The  ﬁndings  of  this  study
ould  also  function  as  a  reference  for  research  investigating
he  internationalization  of  ﬁrms  focused  on  BGs  and  per-
ormance.  The  analysis  of  the  literature  regarding  BGs  and
erformance  revealed  that  high  emphasis  has  been  placed
n  assessing  the  export  performance  (Kocak  &  Abimbola,
009),  organizational  performance  (Liu  &  Fu,  2011),  inter-
ational  performance  (Jantunen,  Nummela,  Puumalainen,  &
aarenketo,  2008;  McDougall  &  Oviatt,  1996) and  ﬁnancial
erformance  (Gleason  &  Wiggenhom,  2007)  of  BGs.  How-
ver,  despite  the  increased  number  of  these  studies,  more
esearch  is  necessary  to  explain  the  drivers  of  the  growth  and
erformance  of  these  ﬁrms  (Sharma  &  Blomstermo,  2003).  In
esponse  to  this  concern,  the  results  of  this  research  enabled
s  to  propose  an  OIM  measurement  scale  speciﬁcally  for  BGs.
This  study  may  help  to  stimulate  further  empirical
esearch  on  the  relationship  between  OIM  and  the  perfor-
ance  of  BGs.  Hence,  the  scale  proposed  in  this  study  will
rovide  a  useful  reference  for  future  investigations  on  this
mportant  topic.
anagerial relevance
anagers  are  aware  that  the  MO  of  their  companies  is  a  sus-
ainable  source  of  competitive  advantage  that  they  strive
o  develop.  With  a  stronger  focus  on  return  on  invest-
ent  and  restricted  budgets,  it  is  more  important  than
ver  an  effective  OIM  of  the  company.  However,  until  the
ate,  the  managers  of  BG  ﬁrms  lacked  the  necessary  tool
hat  would  allow  them  to  measure  this  relevant  intangible
sset  in  their  ﬁrms.  The  development  of  a  valid  and  reli-
ble  OIM  tool  can  assist  managers  in  better  understanding
he  reality  of  foreign  markets  and  in  developing  effective
trategies  to  attract  and  retain  customers  in  different  mar-
ets  overseas.  Consequently,  this  study  makes  an  important
ontribution  towards  harmonizing  the  measurement  of  this
elevant  intangible  asset  by  providing  an  empirically  valid
easurement  scale  of  OIM  for  BG  ﬁrms.
Furthermore,  this  measurement  scale  allows  for  an  item-
ased  prioritization.  For  marketing  managers  in  particular,
n  application  of  the  items  of  the  scale  can  provide  detailed
nformation  on  marketing  activities  to  meet  the  needs  and
xpectations  of  customers.  As  a consequence,  the  OIM  scale
rovides  managers  of  BG  ﬁrms  with  important  means  for  tak-
ng  actions,  not  only  to  increase  their  ﬁrms’  OIM  but  also  to
ffectively  manage  the  consequences  of  OIM  such  as  cus-
omer  satisfaction  of  their  expectations.  Finally,  a  relevant
rait  of  the  proposed  measure  is  that  it  is  useful  for  man-
gers  of  BGs  of  different  ages,  becoming  as  a consequence
 stable  tool  to  be  adopted.
imitations
ur  research  is  not  free  of  limitations,  which  provide  promis-
ng  avenues  for  future  research.  We  relied  on  a  sample  of  BG
rms  of  different  ages  from  tree  different  countries,  which  is
onvenient  for  dealing  with  external  validity  aspects.  Unfor-
unately,  the  sample  sizes  for  Spain  and  the  Nordic  countries
rnati
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did  not  allow  us  to  compare  the  two  subsamples  we  have
handled  in  the  different  contexts;  therefore,  the  results  of
this  research  should  be  considered  only  as  a  ﬁrst  step  in  the
context  of  developing  a  OIM  for  BG  ﬁrms.  Accordingly,  future
research  should  focus  on  validating  the  results  of  this  study
in  different  economic  and  geographical  settings.  Likewise,
the  assessment  of  this  scale  for  those  companies  follow-
ing  a  gradual  internationalization  process  would  allow  us,
if  the  scale  is  also  valid  for  this  type  of  ﬁrms,  to  provide  a
scale  for  measuring  orientation  towards  international  mar-
kets  no  matter  the  internationalization  pattern  followed  by
the  company.
Another  limitation  is  related  to  the  reliance  placed  on
perceptions  of  managers.  As  Rong  and  Wilkinson  (2011)
argue,  studies  that  rely  on  perceptual  information  from
managers  may  tell  us  only  about  sense-making  by  managers.
Likewise,  Uncles  (2011)  points  out  that  a  manager  might
believe  the  organization  is  market  sensing,  but  wonders  if
customers  or  other  stakeholders  (suppliers,  shareholders,
analysts  or  competitors)  would  think  the  same.  Although
in  line  with  Uncles  (2011),  we  believe  that  having  multiple
respondents  from  each  company  to  reﬂect  the  perspectives
of  managers  with  varied  roles,  functions,  experiences  and
life  stages,  and  not  simply  rely  on  one  senior  manager  as
key  informants,  is  one  option  for  overcoming  this  limitation,
in  this  research  it  was  not  a  possible  alternative  due  to  the
available  information  being  managed.
Finally,  future  research  could  compare  the  OIM  scale  pre-
sented  in  this  study  for  BG  ﬁrms  with  the  scale  that  could
be  obtained  following  the  C-OAR-SE  procedure,  based  on
content  validity,  established  by  expert  agreement  after  pre-
interviews  with  target  raters  (Rossiter,  2002).  In  doing  so,
researchers  could  use  different  instruments  to  assess  OIM
and  its  components  avoiding  possible  bias  when  the  purpose
is  to  determine  performance  consequences.  However,  any
study  that  aims  to  validate  the  impact  of  OIM  on  BG  ﬁrms’
international  performance  would  have  to  surmount  the  con-
siderable  challenges  of  data  availability,  which  also  hindered
their  inclusion  in  the  current  study.
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